As this conference is dedicated to looking ahead, it appears an appropriate time to take another good look at the forces that have shaped American research library collections.
The need for more international library staff became apparent in the 1950's when the United States government, under the National Defense Education Act, began to fund faculty and students in newly established university centers for various area programs, notably in Asian, Eastern European and Latin American studies. Often starting as catalogers, several of the language specialists also became bibliographical specialists and soon the major libraries had a corps of bibliographers for each of the programs. In these new area programs, faculty involvement was considerable and many times took place in the form of overseas buying trips. Large amounts of material from all over the world entered the library, often without much selectivity. There was no previous bibliographical model available. This was a new territory with new rules and it effectively established the collection as bibliography.
But faculty participation in collection development for the general library collections was waning, partly because there few rewards for the amount of work involved and partly because the new generation of faculty members was often no longer conversant with the bibliography of their fields.
It is not surprising that some library directors were beginning to be concerned about the lack of oversight over these huge and expensive programs. But in the traditional administrative model, collection development did not fit. It was not yet recognized as a legitimate professional occupation. Nominally, this was still the domain of the faculty.
Technical services and public services positions were well established. At Cornell, Felix Reichmann in recognition of his work, carried both technical services and collection development titles for a while, but that was unique. Some libraries had established the position of university bibliographer as coordinator.
Here is where I insert myself into the story. I had started working for Martinus Nijhoff in At our first meeting at ALA in 1971 there were about eight of us. The other universities had no one to send. But it was an eager group and as the word about our agenda quickly spread, by the Midwinter meeting, there were some twenty-five participants, including some library directors.
With strong pressure from Harvard's Gordon Buchanan, the earlier mentioned Farmington Plan became the first concern. It soon became clear that there was no sentiment left and that we should recommend to ARL to officially declare the program no longer relevant. It had never worked well and was largely superceded by LC's blanket order program, which was being replicated by many larger libraries. The old guard at ARL was not happy with the young upstarts, but we did represent the major libraries and had support from our directors. But it was the discussion about the reasons for the demise that was the most stimulating and far-reaching. 6 There was agreement that the lack of evaluation tools had led to all the confusion and that no other cooperative program could and should operate without such tools. But the questions was how to proceed. It was Micha Namenwirth from Berkeley, who suggested that we invite to our next meeting his colleague LeRoy Ortopan, who had developed an elaborate shelflist measurement scheme first used in 1966 at Northwestern and Wisconsin and later at Berkeley with a standardized breakdown of the major LC classes. His scheme was adopted and the decision was made to produce a collective edition including the data of all the participating libraries. Library automation had already advanced enough to produce it efficiently. Now we had a tool for collection analysis and comparison and a method to monitor growth, albeit with many faults. Simultaneously a small group of us, dubbed quickly the collection development "mafia", had infiltrated and taken over the leadership of the ALA Collection Development Committee to work on the rest of the agenda. There we committed ourselves to preparing a series of collection development and evaluation manuals, bringing together the best of our professional knowledge and practice and organizing a series of ALA programs to introduce the topics to the profession. The culmination of all these efforts was the collection development pre-conference in June of 1977 in Detroit, the papers of which are on the conference's website. 8 Meanwhile, at home at Cornell pressure continued by the administration to justify continuing acquisitions budgets. The 1972 dollar devaluation had hit very hard everywhere and we were showing deficits that couldn't be addressed without good plans.
The first efforts of serial titles cancellations began to take their political toll around the country. Unfortunately and erroneously, the blame was laid on the publishers rather than on the lack of appropriate funding, and the off and on thirty-year war of the Elseviers has taken an unfortunate toll on the library's credibility. Meanwhile, David Kaser had left to teach at Indiana, his home state, and the university was unable to recruit a suitable replacement. Gormly Miller, a senior and respected long-time library staff member was appointed, and he and I tried to develop a strategy to increase library credibility with the administration, which was simultaneously changing presidents. To give a flavor of the atmosphere at the time: our provost, a physicist and a respected gentleman, declared that in the formula of library efficiency the number of volumes should be in the denominator! More acquisition funds would lead to more books and subscriptions, the need for more cataloguers, and ultimately more space.
We approached the Mellon Foundation which had been funding various library projects in private universities and we proposed to do a thorough study of the Cornell collection development processes in the hope that the lessons learned would be applicable in other research libraries as well. Easier said than done, I found out soon enough. We established filtered down to the operating levels. The issue of copy depth versus title depth is still not resolved on some campuses. Studies of patron failure in the stacks also were convincing in theory, but still have not always been followed up in practice. The sophisticated bibliographical databases and the improved delivery techniques, two of the most important requirements for effective library cooperation, have led to an explosion of interlibrary loan and document delivery programs, greatly improving service to library patrons and decreasing some pressure on local acquisitions. Recognizing that the old adage "build it and they will come" was being proven false in many libraries where But perhaps the most significant and exciting development of the past twenty-five years has been the incorporation of the archival profession and its practices moving into mainstream librarianship. As research libraries became more and more actively interested in collecting source material, the processing techniques used by archivists became a necessity. Once again there is a Cornell connection. While I was serving as chair of the board of the Research Library Group, it was Cornell's Tom Hickerson and his archival colleagues who developed the compatible bibliographical standard which allowed the profession to integrate its archival records with those of books and periodicals. It is most rewarding to observe the great impact that these merged files and programs have had on the research and teaching community as well as on the profession in many of our universities.
Recognizing the rich and diverse talents as well as the accumulated experience and wisdom of the professional collection developers here present for this conference, I am confident that the future of our great research library collections is in splendid hands. The dilemmas, the challenges and the stakes are substantial indeed and I look forward to your guidance.
